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Part I. 

Rejection(s) discussed: 

Rejection over Kitamura et af. (EP 903246) and potential rejection under 35 (JSC 112 

Claims discussed: 
1, 4-15, 17 and 20 

Prior art documents discussed: 
Kitamura et al. (EP 903246) 

Part II. 

SUBSTANCE OF INTERVIEW DESCRIBING THE GENERAL NATURE OF WHAT WAS DISCUSSED: 

See Continuation Sheet 

Part III. 

□ It is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview, since the interview 
directly resulted in the allowance of the application. The examiner will provide a written summary of the substance 
of the interview in the Notice of Allowability. 

M It is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview, since the interview 
did not result in resolution of all issues. A brief summary by the examiner appears in Part II above. 
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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was discussed: Discussed 
whether amendment to claim 17 and claim 21 contained new matter and determined that because the specification 
indicates that UV absorbers may be present, the inventors considered UV absorbers and determined that 
embodiments with and without UV absorbers were within the scope of the invention. Mr. Konkol argued with respect to 
the art that it would not be obvious to include antioxidant below in layer holding the colorant and that a base layer 
would not be considered ink receptive. These arguments are not persuasive for reasons set forth in the attached final 
rejection. 



